MORPHOLOGICAL  CLASSIFICATION.             389

it is clear that four languages might be derived from
it, each in appearance quite distinct from the rest.1

The same applies to grammar. When the Bomance
languages, for instance, formed their new future by
placing the auxiliary verb habere, to have, after the
infinitive, it was quite open to any one of them to fix
upon some other expedient for expressing the future.
The French might have chosen je vais dire or je
(llrvais (I wade to say) instead of Je dirai, and in this
case the future in. French would have been totally
distinct from the future in Italian, The English wis-
dom is the same word as the German Weia-keit, only
thsit in English the derrvative element is dowi, in
German Jteit? If such changes are possible in literary
languages of such long standing as French and Italian,
German and English, we must be prepared for a
great deal more in languages which, as I said, di-
verged before any do finite settlement had taken place,
either in their grammar or their dictionary. It has been
doubted whether Turkish is really related to Finnish,
but there are features con anon to both languages
which cannot be the result of accident. Some of the
Bantu dialects on the cast const of Africa are mutually
unintelligible, but riot only their strongly-marked
grammatical features, but their common property in
certain important words also leaves no doubt of their
being descendants of one and the same family. Borne-
times, no doubt, we must refrain from pronouncing a
decided opinion. That the language of the hiero-
glyphic inscriptions resembles the Semitic type in its

1 See Terrien Ponccl, Du, Lanyaffe, p. 213.
9 See before, p. 382.